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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicants arguments and amendments, filed on 07/27/2005, with 
respect to claims 1-50 have been fully considered but are moot in view of the 
new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claims 1-2, 14, 21 , 32-33 and 40 had been canceled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis 

for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

3. Claims 3-13, 15-20, 22-31, 34-39, 41-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over US patent No. 6,456,599 ("Elliott") in view of 
US patent No. 6,418,139 ("Akhtar") and US patent No. 6,084,858 ("Mathews et 
al."). 

Regarding claims 41-44. Elliott teaches a communication network 
comprising a plurality of nodes (a network having a plurality of nodes) (Fig. 2) 

wherein each node has a central processing unit (CPU as block 3), a 
memory (block 4) suitable for computing capacity and a transceiver (block 6) 
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from communication with other nodes (wherein each of ... with one or more other 
nodes) (See Fig. 1, Col. 6, lines 25-34), 

determines the best path for said communication to the destination node 
through a neighboring node based on information received from each 
neighboring node (See Col. 5, lines 34-55), 

based only on communications from the nodes that are in direct 
communication with said node wherein said communication paths to the best 
neighboring node are re-evaluated independently by each node as new 
information concerning any path is received from any neighboring node, 
continuing the steps until the destination node receives the communication (See 
Col. 9, line 44 - Col. 10, line 65), 

wherein the communication path from source node A to destination node 
D (Fig. 2) may contains at least node C or node E (wherein a communication 
sent ... one or more nodes) (Fig. 2), and 

wherein each node gathers information regarding potential neighbors and 
each node determines a best-path transmission path to optimally send or receive 
messages through the network (wherein each of said nodes in said ... from each 
neighboring node) (See Fig. 3 and Fig. 4, Col. 8, lines 17-35). 

Elliott teaches substantially all the claimed invention but did not disclose 
expressly the particular application involving limitations of self-learning process to 
build a total network topology. 

Akhtar teaches a way all the nodes learn of all the nodes neighbors and 
thus build the total network topology such that each node calculates its cost to its 
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neighbors (502) and stores these costs within a database and will send 
information to each other to build routing tables (See Fig. 5 Col. 7, lines 44-57). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to employ 
Akhtar in Elliott in order to obtain a communication network comprising a plurality 
of nodes and to take advantage of self-learning process via neighboring 
communication nodes the updated best routing information in claims 41-44. 

The suggestion/motivation to do so would have been to utilize self learning 
process via neighboring communication nodes the updated best routing 
information, as suggested by Akhtar in Col. 7, lines 44-57. At the time the 
invention was made, therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to which the invention pertains to combine Akhtar with Elliott to 
obtain the inventions specified in claims 41-44. 

Regarding claims 22. this claim have limitation that is similar to those of 
claim 42 and Elliott further teaches that the potential neighbor updates are issued 
on an event-driven basis including a change in a node's set of potential 
neighbors and a node would thus upgrade a subset of its potential neighbors to 
actual neighbors and issues potential-neighbor updates (wherein communication 
paths ... generated by neighboring nodes) (See Fig. 3, Col. 5, lines 24-28), thus 
it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 42 above. 

Regarding claims 3 and 23. this claim have limitation that is similar to 
those of claims 1 and 21 and Elliott further teaches that the Dijkstra's algorithm 
determines the best path using the lowest cost from a set of shortest paths from 
the calculating node to all other nodes in the network, (the best path is one that 
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minimizes a selected cost function) (See Fig. 2, Col. 5, lines 44-54), thus it is 
rejected with the same rationale applied against claims 41 and 42 above. 

Regarding claims 5 and 25. this claim have limitation that is similar to 
those of claims 1 and 21 and Elliott further teaches each node has a snapshot 
database including actual and potential neighbors and a shortest path tree with 
itself as the root and all other nodes and a path metric is the sum of the lengths 
along that path (the metric includes the number of ... reaching the destination 
node) (See Fig. 2, Col. 8, lines 19-27), thus it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claims 41 and 42 above. 

Regarding claims 8 and 28. this claim have limitation that is similar to 
those of claims 1 and 21 and Elliott further teaches that if a node noticed a heavy 
flow of messages along a network path that could be handled more efficiently if 
the network topology were slightly adjusted, it could send a message to the 
affected nodes requesting them to upgrade their potential neighbor relationships 
to actual neighbor relationships (the metric includes the traffic burden on 
individual nodes in the network) (See Fig. 3, Col. 6, lines 3-14), thus it is rejected 
with the same rationale applied against claims 41 and 42 above. 
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Regarding claims 15 and 34. this claim have limitation that is similar to 
those of claims 41 and 42 and Elliott further teaches that that each node has a 
snapshot database and a shortest path tree to generate a forwarding table that 
optimally indicates which overall path having the lowest cost should be used for 
any giving destination node (information that is used for path selection is 
maintained in a table in each node) (See Fig. 10, Col. 8, lines 19-25), thus it is 
rejected with the same rationale applied against claims 41 and 42 above. 

Regarding claims 4 and 24 t as discussed above, Elliott and Akhtar teach 
substantially all the claimed invention but did not disclose expressly the particular 
application involving limitation of 

"the cost function is composed of one or more metrics that are defined by 
the goals of the particular network". 

Mathews et al teach a communications network particularly to a method of 
distributing communication loads over multiple alternative paths wherein the 
selection of the best path may be based upon finding a path which is optimal for 
one or more metrics through a network which satisfies a number of independent 
constraints (at least one switch of at least one stage comprising a time-slot 
interchanged; (See Fig. 1 , Col 5, lines 54-65). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to employ 
Mathews et al in Elliott and Akhtar in order to obtain network node arrangements 
that gather information regarding neighboring nodes and distribute the 
information regarding the neighbors throughout the network and to take 
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advantage of one or more metrics through a network which satisfies a number of 
independent constraints in claims 4 and 24. 

The suggestion/motivation to do so would have been to accommodate 
network node arrangements that gather information regarding neighboring nodes 
and distribute the information regarding the neighbors throughout the network 
and to take advantage of one or more metrics through a network which satisfies 
a number of independent constraints in claims 4 and 24. At the time the invention 
was made, therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to which the invention pertains to combine Mathews et al with Elliott and Akhtar 
to obtain the inventions specified in claims 4 and 24. 

Regarding claims 6 and 26. in the previous action item 4, Elliott and 
Akhtar teach substantially all the claimed invention but did not disclose expressly 
the particular application involving limitation of 

"the metric includes the probability of successful transmission though a 

route". 

Mathews et al further teach that all the successful paths are evaluated and 
the path, which best fits the desired result is, selected based on the metric of 
highest probability (the metric includes the probability of successful transmission 
though a route) (See Col 7, lines 12-17). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to employ 
Mathews et al in Elliott and Akhtar in order to obtain network node arrangements 
that gather information regarding neighboring nodes and distribute the 
information regarding the neighbors throughout the network and to take 
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advantage of the metric includes the highest probability of successful 
transmission though a route as in claims 6 and 26. 

The suggestion/motivation to do so would have been to accommodate 
network node arrangements that gather information regarding neighboring nodes 
and distribute the information regarding the neighbors throughout the network 
and to take advantage of the metric includes the highest probability of successful 
transmission though a route as in claims 6 and 26. At the time the invention was 
made, therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
which the invention pertains to combine Mathews et al with Elliott and Akhtar to 
obtain the inventions specified in claims 6 and 26. 

Regarding claims 7 and 27 , these claims have limitation that is similar to 
those of claims 41 and 42, thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied 
against claims 41 and 42 above. 

Regarding claims 9 and 29 . these claims have limitation that is similar to 
those of claims 41 and 42, thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied 
against claims 41 and 42 above. 

Regarding claims 10 and 30 , these claims have limitation that is similar to 
those of claims 41 and 42, thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied 
against claims 41 and 42 above. 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 31 these claims have limitation that is similar to 
those of claims 41 and 42 and Mathews et al. further teach that the metrics are 
based on the relative value of each parameter a weighted computation is made 
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to determine the best route along the path (See Col. 7, lines 25-55), thus it is 
rejected with the same rationale applied against claims 41 and 42 above. 

Regarding claims 12-13 . these claims have limitation that is similar to 
those of claim 41 , thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 
41 above. 

Regarding claims 16-17 , these claims have limitation that is similar to 
those of claim 41 , thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 
41 above. 

Regarding claims 18-20. these claims have limitation that is similar to 
those of claim 41 , thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 

41 above. 

Regarding claim 35 , this claim has limitation that is similar to those of 
claim 34, thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 34 
above. 

Regarding claims 36-39. these claims have limitation that is similar to 
those of claim 42, thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 

42 above. 

Regarding claims 45 and 48 % these claims have limitation that is similar to 
those of claims 43 and 44, thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied 
against claims 43 and 44 above. 

Regarding claims 46 and 49 , these claims have limitation that is similar to 
those of claims 43 and 44, thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied 
against claims 43 and 44 above. 
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Regarding claims 47 and 50 these claims have limitation that is similar to 
those of claims 43 and 44 and Mathews et al. further teach that the metrics are 
based on the relative value of each parameter a weighted computation is made 
to determine the best route along the path (See Col. 7, lines 25-55), thus it is 
rejected with the same rationale applied against claims 43 and 44 above. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Richard Chang whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-3129. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 8 AM 
to 5 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ricky Ngo can be reached on (571) 272-3139. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273- 
8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866^2^9 197itelK^/ 
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